INTRODUCTION
The economic success of the descendants of immigrants from Europe and East Asia stands in marked contrast to the earnings disadvantages suffered by blacks, some Hispanic minorities, and American Indians. The resumption of mass immigration to the US in 1965 provides yet other sets of peoples against whom the achievements of European and East Asian Americans can be measured. These disparities prompt scholars and policy makers to inquire: What factors proved decisive in bringing at least some American ethnics into the economic mainstream? Did these conditions require that some groups advance at the expense of others? What information is still needed to determine whether past success stories can be expected to repeat themselves?
This essay seeks some answers to these questions through an interdisciplinary review of scholarship devoted to the economic achievements of those European and East Asian immigrants who arrived before the 1924 Johnson-Reed Act, and to their progeny. The review focuses primarily on the 363 0360-0572/88/0815-0363$02.00 MODEL larger, non-Anglo-Saxon ethnic groups whose economic performance is well documented. While the contextual nature of ethnic stratification requires some attention to other contending groups, this review is restricted to instances of intergroup relations relevant to the economic outcomes of Europeans and East Asians.
To help the reader grasp the concreteness of ethnic stratification, research on the relative positions, past and present, of the groups in question is summarized, and the sorts of measurement problems that plague any effort to generalize about the economic position of American ethnic groups are discussed. Following some documentation of ethnic rankings, a critical summary of historically based explanations for the observed ethnic outcomes is offered. The organization of this summary reflects the variety of factors that scholars have associated with ethnic economic achievement. Beginning at the individual level of analysis and moving toward the social structural, the survey examines culture, resources, demographic factors, and labor market conditions. The rationale governing this order of presentation is primarily pedagogical, as all factors are assumed to interact with one another. The essay concludes with a brief summary of major research trends and some recommendations on topics in need of further clarification.
Problems in Measurement
The term "inequality" demands referents: Who is unequal to whom and in what respects? A variety of racial, national, linguistic, religious, and cultural markers may delineate ethnic groups. But even the scholar who is analytically clear on the choice of a group may find that empirical sources fail to distinguish the group of interest. Similarly problematic is the isolation of an appropriate category for baseline comparisons. Should the selected group be compared to a national average (Greeley 1976 For any given outcome variable, investigators usually elect to focus on either gross or net differences (Roof 1981) . In general, the introduction of control factors reduces the advantage of the more successful. But a group's distribution on a control variable is often both a result and a cause of ethnic position, hence it is worthy of study in its own right.
The choice of a unit of analysis for the dependent variable introduces a final difficulty. Studies at the individual level tell investigators a good deal about the intersection of ability and opportunity but overlook the variety of familybased strategies that enhance economic well-being. Should the income of the entire family or only that of the primary breadwinner be used to gauge ethnic achievement? Group differences in the number of earners and in family structure could influence ethnic rankings.
The Relative Success of American Ethnic Groups
Given the sets of caveats just outlined, any attempt to generalize about ethnic stratification would seem very dangerous. Indeed, distinguishing some groups well enough to offer historically grounded conclusions about their economic trajectories remains a challenge. Nevertheless, several groups have been sufficiently isolated to decipher general trends. When gross outcomes are considered, neither the choice of benchmark groups nor the selection of a dependent variable radically alters the general ranking of groups. The introduction of control variables has a leveling effect, but since such variables also remove some of the explanation for group differences, control variables are a topic more appropriate for later portions of this review.
Even a cursory investigation of ethnic stratification reveals that the myth that all immigrants entered the American economy at the bottom does not square with the facts (Steinberg 1981). Despite the unavailability of reliable income data until the mid-twentieth century, the occupational distributions published by the US Census provide an impression of general group rankings. Perhaps the simplest way to measure ethnic economic position is to compare the proportion of unspecified laborers across backgrounds. The earliest collected data combine the sexes and cover the small number of groups well established by 1870. Among non-Anglo-Saxons, these figures show German immigrants least overrepresented proportionately in the unspecified laborer category, Scandinavians next, while the Irish are most overrepresented (Hutchinson 1956 ). A much larger selection of groups was tabulated in 1900, by which time large numbers of South and East Europeans were joining their Northern European neighbors in choosing American shores. These figures, disaggregated by sex, show that among male immigrants, Russians-who were primarily Jews (Rosenthal 1975)-were least overrepresented as unspecified laborers; they were followed by Scandinavians, Central Europeans, Irish, Eastern Europeans, and Italians in that order (Hutchinson 1956 ). Moreover, the differences among the nationalities were often quite large. If these formulations help to explain the economic outcomes of immigrants and their descendants, researchers must show that similar religious outlooks have persisted in America in ways that cause economic differences. Lenski Lieberson (1980), for instance, proposes that to induce the migration of the economically motivated, wages at destination will be somewhat higher than wages at origin. He argues that this relationship will reproduce the gap among workers from different sending regions once they enter the migratory setting. Another factor that affects wages is the permanency of the relocation. Persons who intend only a transient stay are usually willing to accept poorer pay and working conditions than those who view their move as permanent (Rosenblum 1973, Piore 1979).
MODEL
Research has confirmed some of these expectations. For instance, an ecological relationship exists between human capital levels and degrees of industrialization in a way that implies the reproduction of wage differentials across countries. Those immigrants who reported more education-natives of Northern Europe and, to a lesser but not insignificant extent, the Jews and the Japanese-set out from more economically developed environments (Kitano 1969 To summarize, research on immigrant resource levels indicates substantial group differences in the distribution of human capital and human capital returns; these differences have diminished but not totally disappeared with the passage of generations. Not all these differences are disadvantageous. Indeed, according to Chiswick (1979) , sons of economically motivated immigrants generally earn more than sons of the native born, when human resources and demographic characteristics are equal. The next section reviews the impact of these demographic characteristics.
Demographic Factors
Under this rubric, the major variables considered are sex ratios, fertility, geographic locations, and the ethnic-racial composition of local labor markets. The effects of the first two and of the last two are strongly intertwined. As the twentieth century progressed and child labor became less necessary or desirable, later generation ethnics began to limit family size. Researchers continue to debate the degree to which economic factors explain the remaining group differentials (Bean & Marcum 1978). In general, Catholics exhibited relatively high fertility compared to the entrepreneurial minorities (Lenski 1963 , Chiswick 1986a , Goldscheider 1986 ). These trends contradict the view that ethnic enterprise profited from a pool of unpaid family laborers, reinforcing instead a picture of entrepreneurs eager and able to educate their small families. Chiswick (1983 Chiswick ( , 1985 Chiswick ( , 1986a ,b) offers a relevant hypothesis on this point. He argues that groups for whom children are more expensive will have smaller families and higher quality children than those for whom children are less costly. Among the factors Chiswick associates with greater child costs are favorable attitudes toward contraception, urban residence, and higher maternal educations. Interestingly, most of the groups he cites as illustrative of the small family strategy have been heavily entrepreneurial.
Among groups whose members frequently planned to repatriate-Southern and Eastern Europeans and East
Still, most of the groups considered here ultimately secured respectable educational investments, a fact that may also reflect their residential concentration in Northern cities, where better educational opportunities first surfaced (Lieberson 1980) . In other ways, however, researchers note that Northern cities had drawbacks. From at least the late nineteenth until the early twentieth century, European immigrants of identical nationality groups fared better in the smaller, commercial cities of the "urban frontier" than in established northern communities (Conzen 1976 Considerable research effort has been directed at identifying which employment opportunities most benefited from these changes. Writers sympathetic to a labor market segmentation perspective have distinguished desirable jobs from undesirable on the basis of a dichotomy that separates a core (large, monopolistic, capital intensive firms) from a periphery (small, competitive, labor intensive firms) (Gordon et al 1982) . This distinction, however, has been severely criticized on theoretical and empirical grounds (Hodson & Kaufman 1982) . More germane to the present discussion is the lack of research directed at matching ethnic distributions and manufacturing locations. Which groups benefited most from industrial unions is a question deserving further scrutiny.
One of the few well-documented instances of immigrant concentration has been the small business of Jews and East Asians. Some writers have suggested that this specialization represents a third option, the ethnic enclave, which is theoretically distinct from the core or periphery sectors (Portes & Bach 1985). The major framework for understanding these groups, however, has been middleman minority theory (Bonacich 1973 (Bonacich , 1979 While few immigrant groups emerged unscathed from the attacks of American nativism (Higham 1963) , its virulence varied both across time and across groups. Some investigators stress the significance of physical and cultural differences in stimulating discrimination (Gordon 1964, Sowell 1981), but marxian analysis faults the capitalist pursuit of profits and the differential cost of labor (Bonacich 1972 (Bonacich , 1973 (Bonacich , 1976 (Bonacich , 1984a The main route to escaping such restrictions was to work for oneself or one's co-ethnics. All immigrants were disproportionately represented as traders and dealers-a fact that is probably related to the limitations they experienced in the broader labor market (Conk 1981). However, for entrepreneurial groups, self-employment and working for the self-employed became the primary adaptation, partly because of the vehement opposition that members of these groups encountered in the majority economy. Among Jews, entrepreneurship was already typical in Europe and was transplanted to America, first by German Jews, and later, with their help, by Jews from other nations (Rischin 1962, Decker 1978 , Toll 1982 ). In the case of East Asians, opposition in this country was so strong that steps were taken to exclude Asians as immigrants, citizens, and landowners (Petersen 1978, Bonacich 1984a,b). The retreat into ethnic enterprise did not assure immunity from attack, but it did reduce vulnerability.
Asians and Jews entered coethnically owned enterprises in much the same way that other workers found jobs-through personal sponsorship. The main difference was that employers might recruit workers themselves. Shared ethnicity implied a variety of social contacts between owners and workers which the latter could exploit to obtain labor. Frequently the bond of a common hometown formed the bridge between the prospect and the intermediary, who might be a future boss or simply a future coworker (Light 1972, Zenner 1980,-see Waldinger 1986 for a contemporary account).
As mentioned above, both middleman minorities and proletarian ethnics have increased their representation in mainstream, white collar careers. But how some immigrant children and grandchildren moved out of their early spheres and secured these new jobs is not clear. Research into the procurement of white collar positions suggests that interpersonal sponsorship remains significant, though shared ethnicity is perhaps less characteristic of the participants (Granovetter 1974 ). The hypothesis that ethnically heterogeneous social bonds guided the job search of later generation ethnics parallels the hypothesis that they entered ethnically heterogeneous occupational and industrial environments. These hypotheses require testing.
CONCLUSION
The evidence reviewed here documents how immigrants with differing values, abilities, and goals secured a variety of economic opportunities, some unattractive, others less so. The analysis suggests that the improvements recorded by these groups are the outcome of specific historical forces rather than the simple passage of generations. The cessation of overseas immigration, the exodus of blacks from the South, the triumph of industrial unionism, and the upgrading of the American occupational structure comprise the most frequently cited explanations (Blau & Duncan 1967, Piore 1979, Lieberson 1980). Some groups, especially the middleman minorities, were positioned to take advantage of these changes more rapidly and more effectively than others, but none remained impervious to these events. Whether ethnics now enjoy proportionate representation in all spheres of wealth, power, and influence in this country remains debated (Roof 1981 Better answers to these questions would assist scholars in approaching one of the most serious dilemmas the nation now faces, the plight of currently disadvantaged groups. Existing scholarship indicates that many of the changes that upgraded the less privileged early immigrant groups depended on economic growth and demographic shifts not likely to be repeated. Nevertheless, more refined analyses are needed before social scientists should accept this disturbing conclusion.
